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"transcendent manoeuvres" that "reorder the world, " and hence ethnography is a kind of sorcery, albeit (one hopes) without the malevolence normally associated with witchcraft.
2 Here in this story, which can be read as a decidedly "postcolonial, " "multicultural, " and "diasporic" encounter 3 between different epistemologies, and perhaps even ontologies (Henare, Holbraad, and Wastell 2007) -between commonplace but diverse and inevitably contested Zimbabwean understandings and practices of spirit possession, and Western knowledge/epistemology filtered through the determining space of legal practice-courts of law too can appear like arenas for sorcery in West's sense, constructing a transcendental position in order to enforce certainty upon an otherwise "inescapably inchoate world" (West 2007: 69) .
But more than simply an account of how a court asserts its kind of certainty upon events lying at the edges of its epistemological reach, this is also a story about the difficulties anthropologists can face in making their evidence commensurable and useful for courts of law. For those providing evidence on spirit possession and witchcraft, the consequential nature of the circumstances throws into sharp relief our normal handwringing about the political imbrications of anthropological representations of the "others" we study. If such self-conscious handwringing normally turns on problematics inherent to the textual distancing and objectification of social worlds encountered/generated by fieldwork-in the movement from field to desk and toward what David Mosse calls "anti-social anthropology, " akin to West's ethnographic sorcery, if you will-then as Mosse discovered (2006), such anxieties can be deeply amplified when our own "sorcery" is in turn constrained and transcended in socio-political contexts in which we feel ourselves more pawns than players. Yet three years in the wake of Rachel's attempted murder trial, I am less convinced now about the extent to which anthropological evidence was marginalized and ineffectual in the courtroom than I was in the immediate wake of the trial. The story I tell here therefore raises complex questions both about the difficulties anthropologists can face as expert witnesses in criminal trials, and about the ways in which anthropological "evidence" can have unexpected efficacy in courtroom contexts.
To protect those involved, in what follows, the names, places, and contexts have been deliberately (and quite extensively) anonymized and obscured. The events described are filtered through my (necessarily imperfect) notes and recollections, an interview I conducted with Rachel as an expert witness for the defense, as well their gaze . . . unmaking sorcerors'" acts, and remaking the world in accordance with their own visions of a world re-ordered" (2007: x).
2. As one reviewer noted, for some anthropologists "West's insistence on seeing ethnography as sorcery is unwise" because while anthropologists do "re-order the world, " they "do not cause misfortune" or "kill as sorcerers are said to do. "
as various witness statements and other court documents. So to some extent this account does amount, in West's sense, to a final sorcery of my own. Much of what I describe here, about the way particular regimes of expertise and knowledge are reproduced in legal settings, reflects well-rehearsed arguments made in legal anthropology (cf. Conley and O'Barr 1990 , 1993 Good 2006 Good , 2008 . There are also important resonances with ongoing debates about cultural and legal pluralism, political liberalism, and the law (cf. Shweder 2010a; Webber 2006; Inksater 2010; Merry 1988) , provoked particularly by the work of Clifford Geertz (e.g., 1983) ; as well as with earlier anthropological accounts in African contexts (such as by midtwentieth century scholars working from the Rhodes-Livingston Institute-see Gluckman 1963 Gluckman , 1965 Gluckman , 1967 , examining the social and cultural constitution of law, and how in legal contexts "reasonable behavior" is usually defined with reference to social, cultural, and political factors not contained by the law. 4 Unfortunately, lack of space means I cannot do justice to these other works, considered and relevant though they are, and therefore I restrain myself to a reflexive account of Rachel's trial, and my involvement with it, as one of two anthropologists called as expert witnesses by the defense.
5
Background: "In some kind of trance"
Let me provide a basic account of the case, and the "agreed facts. " In late spring 2009, Rachel's mother (who we shall call Mrs. Moyo), a practicing nurse living with her daughter in the Midlands, awoke around midnight one evening to find herself being attacked in her bedroom by what she initially thought was an intruder armed 4. See also Canter 1978; Colson 1974; Comaroff and Roberts 1981; Moore 1973; Von Benda-Beckmann 1981; Von Benda-Beckmann and Von Benda-Beckmann 2009; Werbner 1977 Werbner , 1982 . I am grateful to the anonymous reviewers for pointing me to this useful wider literature, and regret I do not have more space to do justice to it.
5. I was first approached by the defense team during the summer of 2009 on the basis of my country expertise and anthropological knowledge of Zimbabwe. This was the first time I have acted in this capacity for a criminal trial, having previously been a country expert for Zimbabwean asylum cases. In early 2010 I held an informal interview with Rachel Moyo in Edinburgh. I then drafted my report, which I revised later that year and submitted to the court as part of the "bundle of papers" making up the defense case. Both barristers, their expert witnesses, and the judge had access to it before and throughout the trial. During the long period before the trial, a more senior barrister was drawn into the defense team, who subsequently sought, a few weeks before the trial in early 2011, an additonal, second anthropological expert witness, who I cannot name because that would jeopardize the anonymity of the case. This senior colleague was drawn into the case because of her public standing, seniority, and previous experience in similar trials, but she, although an Africanist, has no particular knowledge of Zimbabwe, and was therefore requested to provide evidence in a short report to supplement my much more detailed fifty-page report. Her report was based on a brief meeting with Rachel some weeks before the trial, and we communicated about each other's reports before, during, and after the trial. She also commented closely on early drafts of this paper and I remain grateful for the useful and critical comments she provided.
with a knife. In wrestling the knife off her attacker, she realized it was her teenage daughter Rachel. But Rachel did not appear herself: "It didn't look like Rachel but it was her, " she told police in a witness statement. "Rachel's voice was very strange, " the "expression on her face was so weird-terrified, so scared. " Rachel was "saying that she was hearing voices, " "telling her they were going to come to kill us, " and she "kept screaming 'I want to go to my daddy. '" Bleeding from her stab wounds, and restraining her daughter, Mrs. Moyo managed to call her brother, whom we shall call Toby Ndlovu. He called the police and went straight around to the house. Hearing him knocking on the front door, it took her fifteen minutes to struggle herself and her daughter downstairs to open the door. Toby found his sister "drenched in blood, " with an improvised bandage around her upper arm. Rachel "was just sobbing" and "petrified, I could not describe it, she was not herself. . . . I saw fear in her eyes. " She "was still shouting" when the police arrived. His wounded sister was calm and holding onto her daughter like she was "cradling someone. " Toby explained to the court how Mrs. Moyo described to him what had happened as she was treated at the scene by paramedics; how Rachel had said to her mother that "voices had told her to kill her mum as someone else was coming to kill both of them anyway. . . . She thought it would be better that she kills her mum and herself . . . so that they could go and be with her dad. " "It was like Rachel was possessed, " Mrs. Moyo had told her brother, adding that "during the struggle for the knife Rachel had been so strong . . . it had taken all her strength to get the knife off her. " "Everybody who knows her is just so stunned and shocked, " Toby told the police in his witness statement, "this is completely out of character. Rachel is never aggressive. " Mrs. Moyo's and her brother's descriptions of Rachel's "altered state of consciousness" on the night of the event were corroborated by police statements. Various officers described her as "extremely distressed, " "hyperventilating, " and "sobbing uncontrollably . . . rocking backwards and forward, " despite their efforts "to calm this female down, " which were "having little effect. " The most vivid description came from the arresting officer, who arrived on the scene only moments after Toby, and described how Rachel was shaking, crying, and "kept saying 'my dad, my dad. . . . My Nan told me my mum had killed my dad, she wants me to do it, she will kill me. '" "I asked her where her Nan was, " the officer told the court, "she said 'she's here to get me, '" describing how Rachel had been looking over her shoulder towards the front door. "I was expecting that her Nan lived with her or visited the address, " the police officer explained under cross-examination. She had not known that Rachel's grandmother passed away almost a decade before in Bulawayo, about a year after her father had died in April 2000. Once arrested on suspicion of attempted murder and cautioned without any response, it was only en route to the police station, that Rachel "quieted down, " and "upon being booked she appeared calm and composed" according to another officer. In the arresting officer's words, "she was as if she was another person, calm and collected, but when I first arrived she appeared to be in some kind of trance. " "In the van, she seemed to have changed into a different person, " the officer told the court. When told she had been arrested for attempting to murder her mother, it was with "astonishment" that Rachel had then asked, "Why would I do that?" Before and throughout her trial, Rachel Moyo was consistent in her claims that she did not remember the events of that evening after she had gone to bed, nor changing into other clothes, gloves, and an improvised balaclava, going downstairs to collect a kitchen knife, or attacking her mother with it in her bedroom. She did remember an unusually vivid dream, "this weird dream that seemed real" (police interview), in which she saw her dead grandmother, her "gogo, " and her paternal aunt, talking to her in Sindebele "telling me that my mum is responsible for my father's death and that I should do the honorable thing by my father and . . . kill her just like she did my dad. " "It's as though she was guiding me, " she added during her police interview, "and then the only thing I remember after that is when my mum was actually fighting back. " "Okay, so the obvious question is, " the police interviewer asked the day after the events, "are you awake?" "That's the thing I can't explain because to me it seemed like a dream . . . where I was going to wake up. Its like, in the dream, I could see myself actually stabbing my mum, but . . . in reality when I think about it, I just don't remember my actions except when she was fighting back, " Rachel replied. "My first conscious recollection where I was knowing where I was and what I was doing was when the police were actually here. " "So when you're attacking your mum and she's fighting back, you've no conscious recollection of that? That's what you're saying?" the police interviewer pressed. "Yeah to me it was just like a dream, " she replied. "So you can see it happening and you can see you doing it . . . but you are not consciously aware of you doing it. Does that make sense . . . ? I think I know what I'm saying, " the policeman hesitated. "Yeah, " Rachel replied, "that makes perfect sense. " "So, " the policeman continued, "you come to your senses when the police arrive, and do you remember any conversations with the police officers?" "The woman taking care of me, she just kept trying to tell me to calm down, but I couldn't calm down because it's like at that point I was still sort of seeing my Nan and at the time she didn't look very happy . . . "
Noting how other police statements "tie up with what you're trying to say," the police interviewer suggested that "at that point, we accept that you are, in reality, back with the rest of (pause) reality really"; illustrating something of the difficulty everyone at the interview, and later in the courtroom (where Rachel's police interview was rehearsed in fine detail), had understanding the events of that evening. In fact, the arresting officer's evidence and that of Toby Ndlovu, as well as Rachel's claim in court that she only recognized the officer from when she had been booked into custody at the police station, suggests that she was only "back with the rest of reality really" much later that night. Before and throughout the trial Rachel remained adamant she had no reason to attack her mother and did not remember doing it. As she tearfully told the court from the witness box, at the climatic end of the fourth day of the trial: "They were my hands, my body, that did that to my mum, but not me. I love my mother; she is the only person I have. I don't even talk back to my mother. 6 Where such cases have gone to court, they have sometimes resulted in verdicts of not guilty by reason of insanity, but where there is a lack of medical or psychiatric evidence or where other beliefs are perceived to be involved, a cultural defense has occasionally been mounted. Something like a cultural defense was involved in Rachel's case, but this was by no means straightforward.
In cases involving Africans living in the United Kingdom and Europe, so-called child witch exorcisms and "muti murders" have gained the highest media profile, and have been the subject of a number of investigations and television documentaries.
7 Coverage of such cases has sometimes left scholars profoundly disconcerted, provoking acrimonious debate about the reification of sensationalized, exoticized, and primitivizing images of an aggregated "African occult. "
8 Not withstanding that such cases are without doubt profoundly disturbing, it has scarcely been acknowledged beyond academic circles that trade and use of body parts for ritual purposes has a long and complex history across Africa and beyond (cf. Fontein and Harries 2013; Bernault 2013; Espirito Santo, Keretetzi, and Panagiotopoulos 2013) , and that discourses and practices of spirit possession are as common as they are culturally 6. Such cases are hard to quantify, and yet it is clear new public concerns have been raised in recent years, that differ from earlier "satanic abuse" cases (La Fontaine 1994 7. The "Torso in the Thames" case is perhaps the most well known UK example of a suspected "muti murder, " although the investigation never proceeded to trial (Kuper 2005; Ranger 2007 diverse, contested, contemporary, and historically emergent; and therefore decidedly not erroneous (or necessarily dangerous) "hang-overs" from a "primitive" past. Indeed, extended scholarly debates about the "modernity of witchcraft" (Geschiere 1997 ) illustrate how, more often than not, discourses and practices to do with spirit possession (in all their complexity and diversity) can not only perform "positive" social "healing" functions but also reflect the messy contemporary politics of postcolonial states in an often alienating, globalizing world. In this respect, the alarmist sensationalism with which such (relatively rare) cases of child witch exorcisms and muti murders have been met in Western media, speaks volumes more about the dilemmas of inclusion and exclusion facing contemporary European societies-what Geschiere calls "the perils of belonging" (2009)-than about the salience of such beliefs and practices in particular African contexts. Scholars (e.g., Ranger 2007) have therefore often responded by emphasizing the immense diversity of African religious beliefs and practices, and the need for detailed empirical historical and ethnographic research situated in particular historical, cultural, social, and political contexts. These debates are part of the broader context within which Rachel Moyo's case was inevitably entwined; yet her situation was somewhat different. In the absence of any clear medical, psychiatric, or sleep-disorder related cause for Rachel's actions, despite a cacophony of tests by experts, "guilty by reason of insanity" was never an option the defense or the prosecution was likely to entertain, even if the judge held it up as a possibility for the jury to consider. At the same time, however, no ordinary cultural defense could be mounted because Rachel was, by all accounts, not conscious of what she was doing. If by "cultural defense" it is meant that someone tries to justify their conscious and deliberate actions in terms of responding rationally to a deeply held cultural belief-in Rachel's case perhaps that her dead grandmother or aunt wanted her to avenge her father's death-then it simply did not apply here because the accused, her mother, and other family members all believed it was not Rachel who intentionally did this, but an evil spirit possessing her. Having interviewed Rachel herself a year before the trial, my conclusion was that she and her relatives had come to the belief that it was another, maternal aunt (not the paternal aunt in her dream) who used witchcraft to attack Rachel's mother using her body, for an entirely different malicious purpose unrelated to her father's untimely death in 2000. Yet because an ordinary "witness cannot be asked their opinion about things, " but also because even the oral evidence of expert witnesses is heavily constrained in court (especially by the cross-examination of barristers), Rachel and her mother's (the "victim") views were never, in the end, discussed in court in any detail. For most of the trial-but perhaps not the sentencing (to which I return below)-their beliefs in the existence of malicious spirits, witchcraft, and the possibility of possession were only briefly acknowledged and then set aside as irrelevant to the business of the court.
Of course the way cultural defense (Renteln 2005) has been deployed in legal contexts has often made anthropologists feel distinctly uncomfortable.
9 As Good (2008: 51, 53-54) explains, one of the problems of cultural defense in court cases 9. I experienced this when I initially encountered the questions I was asked to address in the report requested by the defense team. These included: "Is there any empirical or anecdotal evidence that belief in witchcraft or black magic has caused people to awaken having carried out an act that they do not remember?" similar to this one, particularly in the United States, is that it is often based on rather outmoded and simplistic notions of "cultures" as separate entities with distinct and separate belief systems that determine people's thought and actions. Few anthropologists today adhere to such deterministic and bounded notions of culture because of the overwhelming evidence that cultural boundaries are in no way static or fixed, nor does culture in any straightforward way determine people's thoughts, actions, and motivations. Rather, "culture" and its "boundaries" are fluid, processual, and emergent, and importantly, always subject to people's creative, scrutinizing, conscious, and continuing construction and indeed contestation. As Good (2008:51) describes, "most contemporary anthropologists would I imagine agree with Zygmunt Bauman that culture 'does not cause behaviour, but summarises and abstracts from it, and is thus neither normative nor predictive'" (1996: 11). Therefore, belief in the possibility and prevalence of witchcraft and spirit possession may in part determine or structure how a strange event can subsequently be interpreted, understood, or deciphered, but could not simply, or in any deterministic or mechanical way, cause someone to do or experience something unintentionally or unconsciously. Due to these reservations, as well as Rachel's insistence that she could not remember her attack upon her mother, the defense case to which I envisaged contributing as an expert witness (in my consultations with the barrister before and during the trial, and in my formal written report), was rather different. Indeed my report tried to do several slightly different things, some of which might have fitted a more conventional cultural defense even as I attempted to reach beyond that. These turned out harder to reconcile than I initially imagined. Let me discuss these briefly, to show how I approached my difficult task (and why), before returning to the trial itself to explore what traction (if any) this anthropological "evidence" actually had.
The first aspect of the report drew specifically on my country expertise, and did reflect the kind of material that might be drawn upon for a conventional cultural defense. Outlining the different witchcraft and spirit possession explanations that might arise in Zimbabwean contexts, I tried to show the cultural consistency and coherence of Rachel and her family's beliefs about what had happened.
10 I drew heavily on my own experience and the wider literature, but also my interview with Rachel in Edinburgh in early 2010, which had focused on how she (and her family) understood the events, and how these explanations were arrived at, in relation to other possible explanations.
11 For example, aware that witchcraft accusations 10. So I outlined how beliefs about witchcraft and possession are not only widespread across Zimbabwe, but are also diverse, contested, and can vary according to regional, cultural, and religious factors and affiliations. The precise content of a person's, a family's, or a group's beliefs may vary locally and regionally, and according to religious affiliation, church membership, education, and even class, and so on. Often such beliefs appear under a generic term such as "muti, " as Rachel herself named it, although this word itself has many connotations ranging from medicine to poison, and from "magic" to witchcraft "substance. "
11. During the interview we talked about a range of possible cultural explanations for the events, including posession by a benevolent ancestral spirit, or by a malevolent one, or by animal or other nonhuman spirit, a "demon, " or as the result of a deliberate act of witchcraft by someone.
frequently occur between extended, affinal kin around the death of a senior family member, we discussed whether Rachel's paternal aunt (who appeared in her "dream") might have been responsible for the attack her body carried out on her mother. This aunt had in the past indirectly accused her mother of being responsible for Rachel's father's death, an accusation that itself implied earlier witchcraft by her mother. Rachel had discounted this idea following communications with her family, and in consultation with the muprofiti, concluding that her maternal aunt, umama omdala (mother's older sister), was responsible for the attack, motivated by jealousy and a desire to acquire Rachel's mother's property in Bulawayo. In my report I linked this to a common belief among some Zimbabweans that the threat of witchcraft can be most severe from much closer (i.e., "blood") relatives. Emphasizing the uncertainties often provoking, and provoked by (Niehaus 1997) , witchcraft events/accusations, 12 I discussed how Rachel's deference to others' explanations (her relatives and the muprofiti) reflected structures of authority related to age, kinship, and status that continue to have salience among Zimbabwe's UK diaspora, particularly in family matters; and that in some ways mirrors the "hierarchicalization" of knowledge in UK courtrooms. 13 My purpose of presenting this kind of material was to show how Rachel and her family's explanations made sense in a Zimbabwean context, which of course would have been vital for any ordinary cultural defense.
The second part of the report drew more on my anthropological rather than my specific "country" expertise, and was primarily targeted at ensuring the court could (if it wanted) engage in an informed discussion of the efficacy of witchcraft and possession beliefs and practices. This material too could fall within the requirements of building a conventional cultural defense, however my intention was particularly to try to reduce distance between Rachel and her family's understanding of what had happened, and what the court might find reasonable and commensurable. I therefore discussed how the anthropology of witchcraft had built upon three important points made by E. E. Evans-Pritchard (1937): First, that beliefs about "witchcraft" and magic are not evidence of illogical, prelogical, or "primitive" thought, and indicate not a lack of but rather "an excess of rationality, " 14 even if Evans-Pritchard himself stated the Azande were wrong to believe in oracles. Second, witchcraft accusations closely reflect social tensions and can therefore be seen as a "social strain gauge" (Marwick 1965) . And third, that the distinction between "witchcraft" and "sorcery" Evans-Pritchard observed, remains of huge analytical significance because it reflects how questions of individual agency, responsibility, and intentionality are often key for how any "witchcraft event" is judged, and for any measures taken in response. 15 12. Which mean that determining the presence of witchcraft, and identifying those responsible can involve a multiplicity of factors and contested processes, in which anthropologists too can be implicated (Rutherford 1999) .
13. I am grateful to the comments of two anonymous reviewers that helped me to articulate this point, even as its rendering here reflects my interpretation.
14. I have borrowed this apt expression from Anthony Good.
15. So that if a person is identified as being guilty of being a witch or doing witchcraft, but it is recognized that this is an involuntary/unintentional act (through being possessed This last point, I argued, suggested that questions of intent and consciousness that are often of central concern in legal settings such as Rachel's trial, might be mirrored in the inevitable concerns that arise from the uncertainties of agency, consciousness, and intention provoked by witchcraft situations, in Zimbabwe or elsewhere. In this particular sense, I suggested, there might be little difference between how a case like Rachel's is handled in a UK courtroom and how it is handled in Zimbabwe, even if the 2006 repeal of colonial-era legislation criminalizing witchcraft allegations means that the possibility of witchcraft and spirit possession are now given due hearing in that country. 16 To illustrate this, I discussed a widely publicized case (the "winnowing basket" case) that appeared before Harare magistrates in May/June 2009, to show how questions about responsibility, consciousness, and intention can lie at the very core of responses to alleged witchcraft, as indeed one expects they might in any serious criminal trial. This involved a woman found naked in Harare's Highfield suburb, who claimed she was flown there on a winnowing basket by her father-in-law and aunt, intent on using her to kill another family member. After hearing "expert evidence" from Zimbabwe's National Association of Traditional Healers (ZINATHA), the Harare court recognized "the accused is also a victim who was being used by a relative, " gave her a suspended sentence and ordered her "to seek help to recover from the spell apparently cast on her by her father-in-law. " 17. This shows how there was a recognition by the court that at the root of the issue were family disputes/tensions, which threatened to worsen dramatically. This led to the conclusion that the matter should be dealt with by those local (traditional) authorities who normally deal with such family disputes. So the accused was given a suspended sentence by the Harare magistrate and ordered to get herself "cleansed" and her family disputes resolved. See "Woman 'flew' in basket on witchcraft mission, " Newzimbabwe. In making this assertion, I suggested anthropology has moved on from EvansPritchard's notion that Azande beliefs about oracles and sorcery were "rational but wrong, " and that it is now well-recognized that all "truths, " including "scientific knowledge" are necessarily socially, culturally, historically, and politically constructed and therefore contingent (Bloor 1976; Shapin 1996) . With hindsight, and in response this article's various reviewers, perhaps this assertion about anthropology's common cause were exaggerated.
18 Certainly many anthropologists remain wary of the kind of cultural or even "cognitive" relativism long ago propounded by scholars like Peter Winch (1958 Winch ( , 1964 , which posited that "rationality" itself was culturally constructed, and if taken to extreme, denies the possibility of "cross-cultural comparison, " undermining the very usefulness or even possibility of a crosscultural discipline like anthropology itself.
19 Yet in the context of anthropology's so-called post-modern (Willis 1996 (Willis , 1999 ) and more recently "ontological" turns (e.g., Henare, Holbraad, and Wastell 2007) , some anthropologists have argued that "magical" phenomena are or can be "objectively real, " even if they are necessarily inexplicable in terms of "western scientific rationality" (cf. Stoller and Olkes 1987) . While more extreme versions of such approaches have insisted upon the existence of "separate realities" or "other worlds, " based on very different fundamental (ontological/metaphysical) assumptions about the nature of reality, others continue to be concerned about notions of "radical difference" such analyses imply (cf. Fontein 2011; Carrithers et al. 2010) . Reservations have also been expressed about how such approaches exacerbate the "long history of exceedingly 'generous' or 'charitable' anthropological treatment of witchcraft and of divination" (Niehaus 2013: 211) , and the serious consequences that can result. Beyond fears about a proliferation of "absurdity" (cf. Lett 1991: 318) , some argue that anthropologists can "ill afford to adopt an uncritical, purely interpretive, stance towards witchcraft and divination" because too often such beliefs can enhance very real "fears, anxieties and spiritual insecurities" with sometimes devastating consequences; particularly, for example (but by no means exclusively), in the context of South Africa's AIDS pandemic (Niehaus 2013: 212; Ashforth 2005: 69) .
In writing about these debates and trying to remain relevant for the court, I therefore argued that a more moderate approach, based on a compromise between these positions, probably represents the moral and analytical position adopted by 18. Although I was careful to circulate my draft report to colleagues for informal review before I submitted it, mainly because I was concerned about overstating this point, and wanted to ensure that my account of anthropology's long critical engagement with "magic, " "spirit possession, " and "witchcraft" was representative. This involves leaving open the possibility that magic, witchcraft, and similar occult forces might operate in any particular context, in order to avoid making judgments on the basis of necessarily contingent assumptions about the nature of reality, while at the same time not essentializing cultural difference, or championing simplistic notions of cultural determinism that deny agency, change, and historicity. Importantly, such an approach is based less on "radical cultural relativism, " 20 and more on a recognition of the limits of knowledge and the prevalence of uncertainty. Similarly, in contrast to some "interpretative" approaches (cf. Jackson 1989) criticized for treating questions about the reality of witchcraft, possession, and divination as irrelevant as well as unknowable (Niehaus 2013: 211; Lett 1991: 313) , the stance I was advocating might treat such questions as potentially significant exactly because of their profound "unknowability. "
It was my contention that in Rachel's case a similar stance could be adopted by the court. That is, leaving open as undecided and unanswerable the possibility of people doing things outside of their own consciousness and intentionality, without clear medical or psychiatric cause and for whatever reason-including the explanation Rachel and her family had come to-yet without relying on a vague cultural determinism positing causal links between beliefs in the existence of witchcraft or spirit possession and the difficult-to-explain events of that day. Emphasizing the diversity of cases of people in altered states of consciousness anthropologists have encountered, I suggested focusing attention on Rachel's intentionality might be the only way to allow the unanswerable and ultimately unknowable questions (to do with the possibility of "demonic possession, " malevolent "witchcraft" by a "witch, " "sorcerer, " relative, or a unhappy spirit, or of "other cultural explanations" as the defense psychiatrist later glossed it) to be set aside and left open-ended. The case might then ultimately depend upon how the court judged the credibility of the key witnesses and the accused, and again this would make it much less "strange, " "exotic, " or "different" than any other "normal" criminal trial. 21 In this way the kind of cultural defense I envisaged contributing to involved what anthropologists are often said to do-"making the familiar strange, and the strange familiar"-unlike more conventional, glib kinds of cultural defense, which tend to reinforce outmoded, simplistic, bounded, and overdeterministic notions of "cultural difference. " In other words, I argued more for the recognition of profound uncertainties for everyone concerned rather than for the existence of profound alterity.
Dissociative states, other possibilities, and "noninsane automatism"
But as it happened, none or few of these arguments, what I envisaged as my anthropological contribution to the trial, was made much use of. The sorcery of the 20. As one reviewer commented; but I would argue ultimately turns on a problematic distinction between "subjective" and "objective" truth that needs to be avoided. Thomas (2011) has argued, often depend on the perceived credibility of the claimant.
Or indeed any immigration tribunal that, as
court, as I later came to think of it, meant that neither the detailed account of the complex nuances of Zimbabwean beliefs and practices, nor of anthropology's long critically engagement with witchcraft and spirit possession, let alone the more ambitious (but perhaps naïve) attempt to encourage the court to recognize the limits of knowledge, made much of an impact, at least directly. The real courtroom drama occurred in the exchanges among barristers, witnesses, and the judge, and most of all, between the two psychiatrists called as expert witnesses by the prosecution and the defense. The prosecution's case was simple: Rachel Moyo was lying. She had deliberately tried to kill her mother, and then tried to cover up her actions by pretending to be unaware of what she had done. They built their case by seeking to discredit the accused, focusing on a series of lies and inconsistencies to do with events in the months before the night she attacked her mother, when her attendance at school had become patchy, and some months afterward when she broke her bail conditions and lied to cover it up. Central to the prosecution's case was the argument that the lack of any known medical, psychiatric, or sleep-related disorder, and the complexity of the actions she undertook before the attack-getting dressed, preparing a mask, collecting a knife, and so on-discredited her account of not being aware of what she had been doing. Therefore the only possible explanation was "criminogenic"; Rachel was simply guilty.
The problem the prosecution had was establishing a motive, and the barrister's attempt to suggest Rachel harbored resentment against her mother to do with her father's death almost ten years before was not very convincing. Both Rachel and her mother were clearly as distraught from their long forced separation as from the events that had led to it. The defense barrister was able to effectively cast doubt on the prosecution's attempts to portray Rachel as a compulsive liar, by thoroughly and convincingly explaining the context of each inconsistency and untruth. For her part, Rachel explained her "terrible lies" after she had broken her bail conditions, by referring to the lack of efficacy her earlier truths had had. As she put it, when asked in the witness box why she had lied to police after breaking her curfew, "I had given the truth [before], and that truth had not helped anything, so why tell the truth?" "It was so unfair, " she explained to the court, "in May I was just a normal person, [then] my whole life turned upside down for something I can't remember .
. . now I can't see my mum or my friends, that's what I mean by unfair. "
The argument the defense barrister was aiming at was that Rachel was both "not guilty" and "not insane, " and that she had been in a once off (thereby unlikely to be repeated) "dissociative" state, probably triggered by her "dream" or "nightmare, " and therefore her actions amounted to a form of "noninsane automatism. " 22 This was a very thin target to aim for, yet I felt that in this possibility of "noninsane automatism" there might be room for the open-ended stance and the recognition of "other possibilities" and profound uncertainty my report had advocated. However it became clear early on that the barristers and the judge had problems making sense or use of the anthropological evidence in the report. My report was too complex, too detailed, and probably too ambitious; perhaps it spoke the wrong language. In fact by day four of the trial, when the defense barrister requested the normal sequence of witnesses be changed to allow the anthropologists to give evidence immediately after the psychiatrists, it became clear the judge had not yet read the full report but only its brief summary. 23 In our discussions the defense barrister seemed open to the suggestion to "suspend his disbelief, " and tried to build his defense around the possibility of "other possibilities, " but had difficulties expressing this in a way that the prosecution barrister and judge would not object to.
The anthropological evidence seemed to have more impact on the two opposing psychiatrists called by the prosecution and defense. This became apparent to me both by talking to them informally, but also when the oral evidence each presented to the court differed in varying degrees from the reports they submitted in advance. In the courtroom, cultural "factors, " "aspects, " "context, " "influence, " and even "contamination" took on far more significance than in their written reports. There was real drama in the psychiatrists' exchanges as they battled in the front of the jury on the Wednesday and Thursday of the first week of the trial. 24 The two psychiatrists cut very different figures in the witness box. The prosecution psychiatrist was softly spoken, hesitant, and often inaudible and unclear. In contrast the defense psychiatrist filled the entire witness box with his presence, his outstretched arms leaning on its sides with a confidence that substantiated his professorial authority, his voice dominating the whole courtroom. His eyes never leaving the jury, his was an impressive performance even as that of his "opponent" appeared weak and fey. Both the defense barrister's cross-examination and the defense psychiatrist's performance amounted to such a robust rebuttal of the prosecution psychiatrist's oral evidence, that the prosecution recalled him to give further evidence on the Thursday morning in an effort to respond.
Yet both psychiatrists agreed that the cacophony of medical, psychiatric, and sleep-disorder tests carried out on Rachel indicated no obvious psychological, neurological, medical, drug, stress, or sleep-related issues that could have caused her to go into an abnormal state of consciousness. The prosecution psychiatrist argued this probably meant the accused was simply lying, and indeed their entire case built on this. His conflation between the lack of clear medical or psychiatric causes and his statements about the reliability of the defendant was effectively exploited by the defense barrister. But his strongest argument was that Rachel could not have been afflicted by so-called trance/possession disorder because the complexity of her acts before her mother was attacked were not "ordinary or everyday learned behavior. " It was hard, he said, "to see that as anything other than consciously driven. " If some kind of "dissociative state" was involved, he conceded, it could only have occurred after she was interrupted by her mother waking up during the attack. He did, albeit 23. At that stage he was not even aware I had interviewed Rachel.
24. This was heightened by the agreement between the barristers and judge that their two experts' evidence be heard "back to back, " at the end of the prosecution case, rather than according to the normal sequence whereby defense witnesses are heard after the prosecution has closed its case. There was no such straightforward agreement about when and what anthropological evidence would be admissible.
briefly, acknowledge that psychiatric assessments were usually based to some degree on "subjective interpretation, " and later under cross-examination, that there were "other possibilities" to do with "culture, " which lay outside his expertise. The defense psychiatrist argued that despite the lack of obvious psychiatric or medical causes, all the evidence nevertheless pointed strongly to the accused having been in a "dissociative state. " He mentioned known cases of people doing very complex actions in dissociative states, and argued that Rachel's dissociative state probably had something to do with the transient period between sleep and wakefulness, the "twilight state, " he suggested she was in at the time. Importantly, he argued that in the absence of clear medical or psychiatric explanation, cultural factors were probably highly significant to the case, and could come into play in two ways. First, known psychiatric disorders might manifest in "peculiar" or unexpected ways according to cultural context (or even "contamination"); a point I suspect few anthropologists would (in principle) disagree with. As he put it, Rachel's description indicated a "dissociative state that is consistent with her culture. " Second, more interestingly, he suggested that there may be "states of abnormal consciousness, " which are not explainable in conventional medical or psychiatric terms but do find explanation in other "cultural narratives. " This was a point of agreement that he and I had established during a brief recess just before he went into the witness box. This, I sensed at the time, might have given me a window to express the argument in my report about allowing for the "possibility of other possibilities"; that Rachel and her mother's explanation for her dissociative state might be true, or at least provided explanation where other known explanations fell short.
Under cross-examination, the defense psychiatrist explained that a dissociative state would be considered a "disease of the mind" if caused by something "inherent" or "internal"; unless "triggered from the outside" by an "external" factor. In the absence of an "external blow" or "trigger, " any automatism must be legally an "insane automatism. " But, he added, if there is "a cultural explanation" for the dissociative state, it would be "for the judge to decide" whether such "other, " "cultural" factors amounted to an "internal" or "external" cause, and therefore whether it was "still a disease of the mind. " This became the issue upon which the whole case turned. If cultural factors were to be understood as external, this would mean the court accepted the possibility that Rachel's actions were the result of "noninsane automatism, " and therefore that she might be found not guilty. If, however, such cultural factors were deemed an internal cause for a dissociative state then her actions would legally be defined as "insane automatism, " and she could only be found not guilty by reason of insanity. As a point of law it could only be up to the judge to rule on this, the defense psychiatrist stated, warning at the same time that "of course culture is not a disease. "
Any anthropological audience would likely have been aghast at the crude use being made of its still hallowed (and much debated-see Carrithers et al. 2010 ) notion of "culture, " but the fact these questions were raised at all seemed to indicate that the anthropological evidence in my written report had had some indirect effect on the psychiatrists' expert evidence in court. Of course, the question of whether cultural factors are external or internal not only manifests the kind of Cartesian distinctions anthropologists have become hypersensitive to, but also echoed the concerns of anthropologists about the way cultural defense has often been invoked in courts of law. But listening from the back of the court, these were not concerns preoccupying me at that moment, when I was preparing myself to take the stand. Rather, I was thinking about how to construct a point of convergence with the defense psychiatrist's evidence. In particular, how to suggest to the court that the cultural narratives through which Rachel, her mother, and the muprofiti explained the events of two years earlier-that she had been the unwitting tool (and victim) of a third party's witchcraft causing her to be possessed by an evil spirit and attack her mother-did exactly the opposite to what psychiatric or medical evidence was expected to offer the court, and had manifestly failed to do here (i.e., offer an internal cause), by providing an external explanation for Rachel's abnormal state of consciousness.
The defense barrister, however, tried to exploit the psychiatrist's evocation of other cultural possibilities in a different way. Perhaps recognizing that the "possibility of other possibilities" would never gain traction with the jury or the judge, he focused upon the first of the defense psychiatrist's explanations for how cultural factors could be relevant for the case; that the way known "abnormal states of consciousness" manifest could be culturally dependent. Reexamining the defense psychiatrist he asked whether it was possible Rachel's dissociative state had been caused by her "random nightmare. " "I can't rule it out, " the psychiatrist acknowledged, adding, however, that in his opinion Rachel had not experienced a nightmare but a "dream-like event" common to "twilight states between sleep and wakefulness. " "It's possible, but a bit unlikely, " he concluded. "So it is possible, " the barrister pushed on, "that a random nightmare with particular cultural sources or context could have caused Rachel to go into a dissociative state?" "The cultural origin of such a dream does seem evident, " the psychiatrist hesitated. "And it remains possible that a nightmare could have caused her dissociative state?" the barrister pressed. "Yes, " the psychiatrist conceded uncomfortably, "this was a possibility. " The defense barrister had maneuvered him into a difficult position, and after the trial closed for the day, he warned the barrister that a nightmare could only be interpreted as an internal event.
This idea that a nightmare triggered a dissociative state did not really tally with anyone else's ideas in the courtroom-not Rachel and her family, not the two psychiatrists, not the anthropologists, and ultimately not the judge. 25 By the end of the following Monday, after a day of legal argument, it became clear that, as the defense psychiatrist had warned, it was impossible for the judge to consider a dream or nightmare an external cause of any dissociative state, however consistent with Rachel's "culture. " This would have profound implications for the whole case. It seems very doubtful, however, that the vague gloss of "other cultural narratives" offering explanation for Rachel's abnormal state of consciousness where medicine and psychiatry had failed, would have fared any better, or been more easily accepted as offering an external cause for a dissociative state by the judge.
As it was, though, the opportunity never arose. In contrast to the multiple appearances of psychiatrists, it was much harder for the barristers and judge to agree upon the admissibility of anthropological evidence at all, let alone the "possibility of other possibilities" my report had advocated. After the two psychiatrists had given their evidence, and the prosecution closed its case, the defense requested to call the two anthropological "experts" (myself and my colleague) ahead of the accused who was the main defense witness. In the face of the prosecution's objection to any anthropological expert being required at all, this provoked a very long discussion about the nature of anthropological evidence and what might be admissible. This culminated in the judge requesting the defense barrister and I refine the oral evidence I would give from my written report into a short document to be circulated by email to the judge and prosecution that evening, and decided upon the next day. In the meantime the defense called the accused to the witness box, and Rachel began her examination in the witness stand on the Thursday afternoon.
I had been in court for three days waiting to give evidence, but that night I was up through the early hours with the defense barrister and his assistant rewriting questions for him to ask me, which might allow me to suggest that Rachel and her mother's witchcraft beliefs offered an explanation for her nonconscious actions in a way that medicine/psychiatry could not, and that this should be taken seriously. But I never gave oral evidence in the witness box. The next day, after Rachel's grueling cross-examination, the prosecution and defense barristers continued to argue with each other and the judge about what admissible evidence an anthropologist could offer that the prosecution had not already acknowledged. The prosecution barrister stated that he did not understand what an anthropologist could contribute beyond confirming what he was already happy to agree with, that beliefs about witchcraft and spirit possession are "deeply held" across Sub-Saharan Africa. In this view anthropology was limited to a kind of ethnology-the study of "other" peoples' "cultural" beliefs, and had nothing to contribute to a discussion of dissociative states or the possibility of noninsane automatism. The defense barrister argued there was much more an anthropologist could offer, but could not articulate this in way the prosecution did not object to. Perhaps the prosecution was employing a delaying tactic, knowing I had to leave that afternoon having spent the week in court. Eventually I ran for my train while the court went for lunch, but my anthropological colleague did give evidence later that day, holding her own under cross-examination. 26 But beyond stating that "the beliefs held by Rachel and her mother seemed characteristic of people in Zimbabwe, " she was not asked any questions "that needed detailed ethnographic information" from my report or elsewhere (pers. comm.). Like all witnesses, the oral evidence of experts is limited by the questions they are asked in court. Therefore it is very unlikely that had I taken the stand an opportunity would have arisen to offer much detailed ethnographic and historical context to Rachel's beliefs about witchcraft and spirit possession, or contribute to the debate about noninsane automatism, let alone to argue for the possibility of other possibilities.
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The verdict: "A fudge"
Nevertheless my colleague must have done well because that evening the defense barrister phoned to say the judge was considering allowing the jury to weigh up the possibility of noninsane automatism and therefore a not guilty verdict. This was a positive moment to end the first week on. But by the end of the following Monday, the judge decided that "a nightmare would in law, be an internal cause of a dissociative state" (Defense solicitor, pers. comm.). This "had a major consequence on how best to proceed with the defense" as it "removed the option of a not guilty verdict (which would be 'non-insane automatism') meaning an external cause of any dissociative state could not be a decision open" to the jury (Defense solicitor, pers. comm.). In effect, the jury's options were now limited to a guilty or a not guilty by reason of insanity verdict, neither of which the defense had advocated for. "The rug was pulled from under my feet, " the defense barrister later told me, and this required a change of tactic. The barristers and judge agreed that two lesser counts of "wounding with intent to cause serious harm" and "malicious wounding (intent to cause some harm)" be added to the indictment, to which Rachel pleaded not guilty. The judge "felt this course was fair to both sides" (Defense solicitor, pers. comm.) . With all the evidence already submitted, the barristers delivered their closing speeches on the Tuesday of week two, and the judge began his summing up, finishing on the Wednesday when the jury retired around midday to consider their verdict. I was not in court for the second week of the trial, but the defense barrister told me later that because his defense of noninsane automatism had been denied, he spent his two-and-half-hour closing speech trying to persuade the jury to disagree and produce a hung jury. By any reckoning this was an unusual thing for a defense barrister to advocate, but this was an unusual trial. That the jury spent nearly three days considering their verdict, and then it was a 10-2 majority decision, and not unanimous, suggests he may have come close to succeeding. On Friday, the tenth day of the trial, the jury reached a verdict of not guilty of attempted murder, not guilty of wounding with intent to cause serious harm, but guilty of malicious wounding (intent to cause some harm). Rachel was bailed pending further "presentencing reports, " and allowed to have contact with her mother in the presence of other family members. Rachel was very upset. Her reaction, the defense barrister later told me, was "to collapse into her mother's arms repeating for twenty minutes that she couldn't remember. " It was first time they had direct contact for almost two years.
The defense barrister later described the verdict as a "total fudge. " Rachel was convicted on the least serious charge the jury had to choose from. It was a charge neither the defense nor prosecution had argued for. Yet the final result of malicious wounding was perhaps the best possible result. This became clearer with the sentencing. Four months after the verdict, following further psychiatric tests and various risk assessments, Rachel Moyo was sentenced to twelve months imprisonment in a Young Offenders Institution, suspended for eighteen months, with an eighteenmonth supervision order and 120 hours of community work. She therefore avoided a custodial sentence, and was able to return to live with her mother and family after almost two years. Despite his direction to them that disallowed a defense of noninsane automatism, in passing sentence, the judge stated that the jury had rejected the argument that Rachel had been in a dissociative state by convicting her of malicious wounding. 28 Yet it seems the anthropological evidence so marginalized during the trial itself, did have some efficacy in the judge's deliberations. Echoing the more conventional kind of cultural defense I have discussed, which was never actually made by the defense team during the trial, the judge stated that the probability was that Rachel had "attacked her mother because she believed that was what the spirits were telling her to do" or because her beliefs made her "think she was possessed. " For the judge then, Rachel had acted consciously but in the belief that she was possessed, or that her grandmother's spirit wanted her to do it. In ordering Rachel to attend supervisory sessions, he further pressed her to try to "understand her beliefs so she could fight any urges that tell her to commit any crimes in the future. " Therefore, in the final count, the judge revealed himself as sympathetic both to Rachel and her mother's plight-hoping they "can come to terms with what has happened" and wishing them well for the future-and to the cultural context of the case, acknowledging that "in large parts of Africa, including Zimbabwe" beliefs about spirit possession "are taken for granted" and "regarded as no more irrational than the belief in the existence of god. " Yet he had also discounted the possibility of other possibilities and the limits of knowledge, and his comments ultimately rehearsed Evans-Pritchard's (1937) assertion that Azande beliefs about sorcery are "rational but wrong. " 28. After the sentencing the defense barrister told me an appeal was being considered, based on the judge's decision to disallow noninsane automatism and therefore a not guilty verdict, but this was never pursued. Later he told me he was worried "the Court of Appeal may have clipped the anthropologist's wings even further" and "an anticipated ruling that an ancestral spirit is no more than an internal demon at work, i.e., a behavioral deficiency arising from within the 'perpetrator' would hardly help the Rachels of this world" (pers. comm., April 2013).
Conclusions
It was my first experience in a criminal trial, and I was surprised how much the proceedings matched my expectations. There was a real sense of drama, of barristers performing to the court, especially the jury, within constraints of its hierarchies and rules, closely disciplined by an attentive judge. The judge remonstrated with the barristers but also witnesses, asking them for clarifications, or to speak up, even chastising one police officer for interrupting him. There were stronger and weaker performers, and as the barristers questioned witnesses, they established personas not only for the witnesses but also for themselves. The prosecuting barrister was demure, serious, with an organized air about him. The defense barrister by contrast was charming, witty, even maverick, playing to the emotions of the witnesses and the jury. There was plenty of legal argument, the barristers and judge playing a complex, invisible game of chess with each other by rules opaque to the rest of the court, despite the judge's frequent legal explanations to the jury as they were escorted in and out of the court. Each day the court finished fifteen minutes early to enable one member of the jury to attend afternoon prayers. Timing was important for the barristers too, who might spend hours going through tedious minutia of details with witnesses, to ensure the right words and emotions filled the court at the right moment, such as when Rachel burst into tears at the very end of the fourth day, subduing the room with an affective scene that everyone took home with them. There were moments of misapprehension too, when questions did not provoke the right answers and emotional responses, such as Rachel's mother's efforts to describe how Rachel appeared that night. 29 Or when Rachel was asked about the daily relevance of her cultural beliefs about spirits and witchcraft, to which she had answered "they don't impact on my life, " confounding the defense barrister's line of questioning and giving opportunity for the prosecution's grueling cross-examination. Some witnesses withstand the verbal manipulations of barristers, others less so. Rachel was confident and affective, her mother dignified, but her uncle emanated a less sure figure. Expert witnesses too can feel the pressure of inquisition; some command the court with authoritative presence (such as the defense psychiatrist), others less so (like the prosecution psychiatrist). Even the most accomplished can be maneuvered into saying something not anticipated, such as when the defense psychiatrist conceded a nightmare may have triggered a dissociative state. With this insight I was later grateful I did not take the stand, doubting I would have been very good under the prosecution's cross-examination.
All of this points to the social, cultural, and performative aspects of how courts construct particular kinds of certainty, which have frequently been discussed in the wider (and older) anthropological literature on juridical processes and legal contests, which I have not had room to engage with here (see, for example, BendaBeckmann 1981; Canter 1978; Colson 1974; Comaroff and Roberts 1981; Moore 1973; Von Benda-Beckmann and Von Benda-Beckmann 2009; Werbner 1977 Werbner , 1982 ). Yet during the trial, and immediately afterwards, I was most struck by how both the defendant and her mothers' explanations for what had happened, and the evidence of the anthropologists appeared so marginal to the proceedings. Not only the prosecution (who were always likely to object) but also the judge and the sympathetic defense barrister struggled to know what to do with the anthropological evidence in my report, just I had struggled in writing it. While I worried about the exoticization of the so-called African occult and the problematic assumptions embedded in conventional forms of cultural defense, and felt compelled to engage with anthropology's long discussion of the epistemological/ontological problems raised by witchcraft and spirit possession, the trial really turned on the debates among the psychiatrists, barristers, and judge about internal and external "triggers" for dissociative states and the legal possibility of noninsane automatism. Rachel's mother's plea to the court on the second day of the trial for someone "who has experienced spirit possession, who might understand this" was similarly irrelevant to the proceedings. Rachel and her mother's views never seemed to be taken very seriously. The jury never heard a very full account of their explanations, or the complex process by which these were arrived at, nor of what anthropology might make of their accounts. They were acknowledged and then sidelined; relegated to the irrelevant. This marginalization of their "cultural narratives" (as the defense psychiatrist put it) seemed to resonate sharply with anthropology's struggle to be taken seriously in the court.
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This case therefore illustrates the difficulties anthropologists can face as expert witnesses, particularly (and surprisingly so) in cases revolving around the kind of phenomena-like witchcraft, magic, and spirit possession-that our discipline has long debated and obsessed about. It is a problem of making anthropological knowledge production commensurable and useful to the functions and expectations of the court, without falling back on analytical or theoretical assumptions that no longer hold disciplinary sway. We could say, following West (2007:69) , that the "sorcery" of the court means that in the effort to construct a "transcendental position" in order to enforce certainty upon an otherwise "inescapably inchoate world, " certain forms of expertise and knowledge, like medicine and psychiatry, are given a credence that anthropology is not. And of course when anthropologists find their own "transcendental maneuvers" to "reorder the world" (our own kind of sorcery) constrained and transcended in socio-political contexts in which our contribution is at best ambiguous, this can be very disconcerting.
Yet however much our discipline's ethical and analytical stance might sometimes appear an anathema to how UK courts function, the dynamics I have been describing were also a result of the particular peculiarities of this case. It is interesting to speculate, for example, whether if a more conventional cultural defence had been presented-perhaps with the defendent admitting conscious intentionality in attacking her mother but appealing to some cultural imperative that motivated 30. Perhaps the two were connected because, as one reviewer suggested, the "marginality of anthropological testimony" may reflect an assumption that anthropologists "deal with 'primitives'"; or alternatively, that "we deal with the relativity of practices, whereas legal bureaucracies deal with absolutes. " It may also, however, reflect that this was a jury trial, because, as Good suggests (see footnote 27), in trials where judges make verdicts anthropologists are sometimes taken more seriously.
her-then Rachel and her mothers' explanations, and what anthropologists had to say about them, would have got a better hearing during the trial. Rachel Moyo's case was different and unusual exactly because there was such considerable evidence that she was not in control of her own actions during the events in question. It was the lack of any known medical, psychiatric, or sleep-disorder related causes for her abnormal state of consciousness, that raised the very possibility of noninsane automatism, or in my framing, the "other possibilities" that might be involved. Although some anthropologists are likely to disagree, I maintain that recognizing the limits of knowledge, the prevalence of a profound uncertainty, and acknowledging the possibility of other possibilities does not have to equate with the reification of a radical alterity or relativism that might threaten to undermine the very function and legitimacy of any court or other mechanism for establishing "truth" or "justice, " however contingent. I think we can allow for the "ontological self-determination of the world's peoples" (Viveiros de Castro 2003:18) , and still have legitimate mechanisms for establishing individual responsibility and accountability (as indeed Geertz might have argued, see Shweder 2010a see Shweder , 2010b . The difficulty lies in how to make such arguments commensurable, useful, and relevant for a criminal court. How can (if indeed they should) anthropology's theoretical debates, particularly those to do with its much contested "ontological turn" (Killick 2014; Pedersen 2012; Laidlaw 2012; Fontein 2011; Course 2010; Carrithers et al. 2010) , be usefully applied in work we do as expert witnesses in legal contexts? Three years on I am less convinced about the extent to which anthropology was ineffectual in the courtroom than I was in the immediate wake of the trial. This is partly due to the verdict and particularly the sentencing, which were, as Terence Ranger commented soon afterward-mindful no doubt of the dangers of reified, aggregated images of the so-called African occult-"as merciful as could have been expected and better really than a verdict which implied that if you were possessed by a witch spirit you could kill!" (pers. comm.). Maybe the fudge of the verdict was the best of all alternatives. Certainly the sentencing was very sympathetic to Rachel and her mother. She was allowed home, her custodial sentence was suspended, and she could begin to rebuild her life, her relationship with her family, and most of all with her mother. My arguments about profound uncertainty, indeterminacy, and the possibility of other possibilities may have gained little traction, and often courtroom discussions did fall back on essentialized notions of culture that would make any anthropologist squirm. Yet the psychiatrists did engage, to some degree, with the anthropological evidence in their oral testimonies, which did seem to influence their courtroom discussions, if only in a small way. It also had an effect on the (ultimately flawed) defense case. In the end the anthropological evidence presented to the court may also have had efficacy in the judge's deliberations, even if his statements did fudge something akin to the kind of cultural defense anthropologists are often at pains to avoid. In acknowledging that "in large parts of Africa" beliefs about spirit possession "are regarded as no more irrational than the belief in the existence of god, " and in suggesting that Rachel attacked her mother because she thought she was possessed, he inadvertently invoked a legacy that continues to loom large in anthropology, even if more recent debates have
